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Abstract This study aimed to identify Bolu central 
district secondary school teachers’ views on organizational 
deviance, psychological ownership and social innovation 
and to determine whether these views were related. The 
universe of the study conducted with relational screening 
model was composed of 360 teachers employed in Bolu 
central district secondary schools. Psychological Ownership, 
Organizational Deviance and Social Innovation Scales were 
used as data collection tools. Means, standard deviation and 
Spearman’s Rho correlation analysis were used in data 
analysis. According to research results it was found that 
teachers displayed organizational deviance behaviors 
towards themselves or their coworkers albeit in low levels 
and agreed to the items related to psychological ownership 
and social innovation. Negative, low level and significant 
relationships were detected between teachers' views on 
organizational deviance towards self and coworkers, 
psychological ownership and social innovation. Also, a 
positive, medium level significant relationship was found 
between psychological ownership and social innovation. 

Keywords Organizational Deviance, Psychological 
Ownership, Social Innovation, Teacher 


1. Introduction 

Digressing from habitual behaviors in organizations may 
be an undesired and destructive event and it carries the 
potential to destroy the operability of organizations. Of 
course it is not unnatural when individual errors, mistakes or 
negative situations appear in work life, however, when these 
become repeated and perpetual in nature, they may reduce 
the motivation of staff that behave according to goals, 
embrace their organizations and are involved with 
continuous self-development. In this context, when teachers 
in educational organizations renew themselves, adopt and 
embrace their schools, a quality educational environment 
will develop and in this way, it is expected that teachers will 
be able to achieve more than what is specified in their job 


descriptions with the existence of an agreeable, inoffensive 
and warm school environment where relationships are 
civilized and courteous without becoming highly 
bureaucratic. 

1.1. Organizational Deviance, Psychological Ownership 
and Social Innovation 

Existence of unrecognized, disruptive and obstructive 
situations at work life may result in individual and 
organizational damages. As an example, organizational 
deviance behaviors [39] generating from relationships 
between managers-staff or among coworkers are intentional 
behaviors of the members of the organization [15]; [36] to 
hamper the daily operations of the organization and these 
deviant behaviours damage the organization, staff or both 
and affect organizational norms in serious ratios [29]. The 
deviant behaviors, which aim to disturb coworkers with 
small scale behaviors such as gossiping, theft or sabotage 
[10], are affected by inability to meet the expectations of 
staff in terms of wages, promotions, ambiguity of job 
definitions and roles and arbitrary practices of managers [9] 
as well as different perceptions of justice and factors that 
may create pressures in the work place[ll]. Whatever the 
reason behind the deviant behavior; organizational deviance 
is an undesired and negative situation for organizations and 
staff. Organizational deviance behaviors are deliberate staff 
behaviors in written or oral verbal that are not appropriate for 
the values and expectations of the organization, violate the 
norms and damage the functions, structure, relationships and 
members of the organization [9]; [19]. Including practices 
that will reduce or eliminate such organizational deviance 
behaviors in the staff and create a positive organizational 
climate is crucial for organizational goals. Ensuring that staff 
feel organizational ownership, experience psychological 
commitment and regard the organization as a part of their 
identity [18] will both increase organizational achievement 
and decrease organizational deviance behaviors. 

As an extension of individual’s sense of self, feeling of 
ownership is the perception of an object as “my” or “our” 
[27], enables individuals to form connections between the 
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self and targets and finds place in almost all societies [37]. In 
this context, psychological ownership may be oriented 
towards attitudes and behaviors [32] or to the organization, 
field of study, group, ideas or work [34] it may also be 
oriented towards financial or monetary concepts [35]. When 
individuals start to feel themselves as a part of the 
organization, the psychological ownership that is generated 
is the state of feeling as if they own the intended target or a 
part of it [25] and it is a feeling that is invoked without 
formal or legal ownership [17]. In this sense, it includes 
voluntarism and allows the staff to offer their skills and tasks 
to the service of the organization without external pressures 
and without waiting for any return [8]. Psychological 
ownership facilitates the presentation of behaviors for the 
benefit of the organization and enables the emergence of 
non-obligatory extra roles to ensure this [33]. Organizations 
prefer to observe this behavior in their staff and strive to 
develop policies and practices towards the organization and 
their staff. This necessitates continuous organizational 
development as well. Organizations expect their staff to 
develop and renew as well in order to increase their 
organizational contribution since the staff that is renewed as 
a result of continuous change and innovation will have 
significantly higher organizational contribution compared to 
others. Also, innovative staff is composed of the coworkers 
that research, question and contribute to organizational 
performance. 

Innovation is a concept studied on its own in the literate. In 
individual or organizational terms, innovation can be studied 
in relation to creativity and technological and social aspects 
in terms of service, products and process. Social innovation 
has been developed and spread by socially motivated 
organizations for innovative activities and services that aim 
to meet a social need [20]. It expresses production, selection 
and implementation of ideas mutually by the individuals who 
contribute to the efforts to solve social problems with a 
common effort [7]. In another definition, social innovation is 
explained as the production and implementation of new ideas 
about how activities or social interactions among individuals 
to realize one or more common goals should be organized 
[21]. The most important prerequisite for social innovation is 
the honest intentions of people who work independently 
form executive efforts used to promote innovation in 
organizations [6]. One of most crucial contributions of social 
innovation is the fact that it enables individuals to become 
aware of the responsibilities related to social problems and 
their roles in solving them [16]. In short, social innovation is 
the sum of innovations that create qualitative and 
quantitative positive changes in human life [28]. Social 
innovation does not only focus on outcomes but also on the 
process, generates beneficial and long term results, aims to 
change the relationships among the stakeholders included in 
innovation and requires the related stakeholders to take part 
in the design, practice and adoption of social innovation 
process to obtain significant results [5]. 

Characteristics of social innovations are as follows: only 
collective actions may bring about social innovation, these 


actions follow one another; development is triggered by a 
specific driving power such as technological or economic 
innovations, social innovations are based on individuals’ 
subjective innovation perceptions, they focus on changes in 
attitudes, perceptions and behaviors, they are not based on 
economic anxieties and do not have economic expectations 
[ 22 ]. 

While psychological ownership with important roles in 
the development of elements related to individuals [26] has 
positive relationships with adopting new technologies or 
systems [24]; [3], it has negative relationships with deviant 
or negative behaviors [2]. In this sense, psychological 
ownership has immense individual or organizational impact 
in positive outcomes such as taking additional responsibility, 
organizational commitment and citizenship behavior, 
volunteering, self-devotion via personal sacrifices, risk 
taking and increased productivity and performance [8]. It is 
believed that the three concepts which are addressed by the 
current study are individually significant for teachers who 
are the staff of educational organizations. High 
psychological ownership and social innovation levels in 
teachers are significant since they will contribute to the 
characteristics of future generations by increasing teachers’ 
contributions to schools. The process of education is a 
renewal process in addition to being a process that enables 
the acquisition of new behaviors. The close relationship 
between education and social innovation will be clearer 
when the qualitative and quantities positive changes in 
individuals brought about by social innovation are taken into 
consideration. This is also important in increasing the quality 
of human resources that will take part in working life in the 
future. On the other hand, the existence of organizational 
deviance in teachers will harm organizational success by 
both reducing teacher productivity and damaging 
interpersonal peace and harmony. This situation will result in 
damages to goal realization and organizational achievement. 
These negative behaviors are generally displayed with staff 
that has little or no contribution to the organization. On the 
other hand, teachers with high psychological ownership 
levels are not expected to display organizational deviance 
behaviors and they are expected to continuously renew and 
develop themselves. In this context, the current study aimed 
to present teachers' views related to psychological ownership, 
organizational deviance and social and determined whether 
there were relationships between the views. Being the first 
study in the field, it is believed to be important due to the 
contributions it will provide. 

2. Purpose of the Study 

This study aimed to present teachers' views related to 
psychological ownership, organizational deviance and social 
and determine whether there were significant relationships 
between the views. In this context, the study sought answers 
to the following questions: 

1. What are Bolu central district secondary school teachers’ 
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views on organizational deviance, psychological ownership 
and social innovation? 

2. Are there significant relationships between Bolu central 
district secondary school teachers’ views on organizational 
deviance, psychological ownership and social innovation? 

3. Method 

3.1. Research Model 

The study conducted by using relational screening model 
aimed to identify the existence and/or degree of change 
between two or more variables [13]. 

3.2. Universe of the Study 

The universe of the study was composed of 360 voluntary 
teachers employed in Bolu central district secondary schools 
in 2015-2016 academic year. 60,6% of the participating 
teachers were females and 39,4% were males; 20,3% were 
in the age range of 20-30 years, 45% were in the age range of 
31-40 years, 27,5% were in the age range of 41-50 years and 
7,2% were in the age range of 51 and older; 37,5% had 1-10 
years seniority, 40,8% had 11-20 years seniority, 21,7% had 
21 years and higher seniority; 90% had undergraduate 
degrees and 10% had graduate degrees. 

3.3. Data Collection Tool 

Psychological Ownership, Organizational Deviance and 
Social Innovation Scales were used in the study as data 
collection tools. Psychological Ownership Scale was 
developed by Van Dyne and Pierce [34] and adapted to 


Turkish by Okten [23]. The scale has a single dimension with 
7 items and its Cronbach Alfa value is .91. Cronbach Alfa 
internal consistency coefficient for the current study was 
found to be .78. Organizational Deviance Scale was 
developed by Bennett and Robinson[40] and adapted to 
Turkish by iyigiin [14]. The 13-item scale has two 
dimensions: organizational deviance in self and 

organizational deviance in coworkers. These dimensions 
have two subscales: organizational deviance against 
productivity and interpersonal organizational deviance. 
Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient for the scale 
was found to be .89. This study calculated Cronbach Alpha 
values to be .92 for coworkers and .88 for self. The last scale 
used in the study, Social Innovation Scale was developed by 
Halag, Eren and Bulut [30] and includes a single dimension 
and 8 items. Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient 
for the scale was found to be .86. Cronbach Alpha internal 
consistency coefficient for this study was found to be .74. 

3.4. Data Analysis 

Research data were analyzed by using SPSS for Windows 
22.0 program. Data distribution was examined with 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test before data analysis and it was 
found that the data did not display normal distribution. 
Therefore, non-parametric tests were used in analysis. In this 
direction, means and standard deviation were utilized to 
identify teachers' views and Spearman’s Rho correlation 
analysis was conducted to determine the relationships 
between organizational deviance, psychological ownership 
and social innovation. Level of significance was accepted 
as .05 in the study. 


4. Findings 


4.1. Teachers' Views on Organizational deviance, Psychological Ownership and Social Innovation Scales 


Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Organizational Deviance, Psychological Ownership and Social Innovation Scales 


Scales and Dimensions 

N 

X 

SS 

Organizational Deviance in coworkers-General 

360 

1,47 

0,54 

Organizational Organizational Deviance Against Productivity 

360 

1,56 

0,59 

Deviance Scale Interpersonal Organizational Deviance 

360 

1,36 

0,58 

Organizational Deviance in Self-General 

360 

1,23 

0,39 

Organizational Deviance Against Productivity 

360 

1,56 

0,59 

Interpersonal Organizational Deviance 

360 

1,36 

0,58 

Psychological Ownership Scale 

360 

3,98 

0,91 

Social Innovation Scale 

360 

4,12 

0,73 
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Based on Table 1, teachers' views on organizational 
deviance scale presented low level organizational deviance 
values with organizational deviance against productivity 

X =1,56, interpersonal organizational deviance X =1,36 

and in total X = 1,47. These values pointed that teachers had 
unusual organizational behaviors against their coworkers 
albeit at low levels. Additionally, it can be argued that 
organizational deviance against productivity was higher than 
interpersonal organizational deviance. When teachers' views 
on organizational deviance in self were examined, it was 
found to be low with X =1,23 in total, X =1,36 for 
organizational deviance against productivity and X=l,56 
for interpersonal organizational deviance. These findings 
showed that teachers display organizational deviant 
behaviors towards self-albeit at low levels. As was the case 
in organizational deviance for coworkers, organizational 
deviance against productivity was higher compared to 
interpersonal organizational deviance. 

Teachers' views related to psychological ownership 

presented agreement with X=3,98. This finding pointed to 
the fact that teachers felt high levels of ownership-although 
not completely- to the organizations they worked in. 
Teachers' views social innovation presented agreement with 

X=4,12. In line with this finding, it was observed that 
teachers were open to social innovation. However, when 
assessed in individual terms, teachers' views on social 
innovation were higher than their views on psychological 
ownership. 

4.2. The Relationship between Organizational Deviance, 
Psychological Ownership and Social Innovation 

The relationship between teachers' views on 
organizational deviance, psychological ownership and social 
innovation were addressed separately with the two 
dimensions of organizational deviance: Organizational 
Deviance for Coworkers and Organizational Deviance for 
Self. 

Table 2 points to several relationships between teachers' 
views on organizational deviance for coworkers and 
psychological ownership and social innovation. Findings 
related to these relationships are as follows: There was a low 


level, negative and significant relationship between 
organizational deviance for coworkers in general and 
psychological ownership (r=-,265; p<.01) and social 
innovation (r=-,207; p<.01). Similarly, a low level, negative 
and significant relationship was found between 
organizational deviance against productivity and 
psychological ownership (r=-,216; p<.01) and social 
innovation (r=-192; p<.01) and between interpersonal 
organizational deviance and psychological ownership 
(r=-,258; p<.01) and social innovation (r=-,175; p<.01). 
Based on these findings, it can be argued that teachers’ 
organizational deviance for coworkers decreased at low 
levels when their psychological ownership and social 
innovation levels increased or that their organizational 
deviance for coworkers increased at low levels when their 
psychological ownership and social innovation levels 
decreased. A medium level positive and significant 
relationship was detected between teachers' views on 
psychological ownership and social innovation (r=384; 
pc.Ol). This finding showed that teachers’ social innovation 
levels increase at medium levels when their psychological 
ownership levels increased. 

Table 3 presents negative relationships between teachers' 
views on organizational deviance for self and psychological 
ownership and social innovation. Findings related to these 
relationships are as follows: There was a low level, negative 
and significant relationship between organizational deviance 
for self in general and psychological ownership (r=-,164; 
pc.Ol) and social innovation (r=-,180; p<.01). A low level, 
negative and significant relationship was found between the 
subscales organizational deviance against productivity and 
psychological ownership (r=-,216; p<.01) and social 
innovation (r=-192; p<.01) and between interpersonal 
organizational deviance and psychological ownership 
(r=-,258; p<.01) and social innovation (r=-,175; pc.Ol). 
Based on these findings, it can be argued that teachers’ 
organizational deviance for self-decreased at low levels 
when their psychological ownership and social innovation 
levels increased or that their organizational deviance for 
self-increased at low levels when their psychological 
ownership and social innovation levels decreased. 


Table 2. Correlation Analysis (Spearman's Rho) for Teachers' Views on Organizational Deviance for Coworkers, Psychological Ownership and Social 
Innovation 

_ Psychological Ownership _ Social Innovation _ 

Organizational Deviance for Coworkers-General r -,265** -,207** 

Organizational Deviance Against Productivity r -,216** -,192** 

Interpersonal Organizational Deviance r -,258** -,175** 

Psychological Ownership r 1 ,384** 

** pc.Ol 

Table 3. Correlation Analysis (Spearman's Rho) for Teachers' Views on Organizational Deviance for Self, Psychological Ownership and Social Innovation 

_ Psychological Ownership _ Social Innovation _ 

Organizational Deviance for Self-General r -,164** -,180** 

Organizational Deviance against Productivity r -,216 * -,192** 

Interpersonal Organizational Deviance r -,258** -,175** 


** pc.Ol 
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5. Discussion, Result and Suggestions 

Research results presented that teachers’ organizational 
deviance for coworkers and self were found to be at low 
levels both in general and in interpersonal organizational 
deviance and organizational deviance against productivity 
sub dimensions. This finding pointed to the existence of 
unusual and negative organizational behaviors in teachers 
towards the self and coworkers- albeit at low levels. When 
this result was considered in terms of scale items; 
organizational deviance behaviors were observed in the 
framework of Organizational Deviance against Productivity 
(such as behaviors deviating from goals; taking longer break 
than is acceptable at the workplace, calling in sick when one 
is not ill, spending too much time fantasizing or 
daydreaming instead of working, working slower 
intentionally than one can work, leaving work early without 
permission, coming in late to work without permission or 
justification, putting little effort into work etc. ). Similarly, 
low level organizational deviance behaviors were observed 
in teachers in the framework of interpersonal organizational 
deviance (saying something hurtful to coworkers at school, 
cursing, making fun of someone, acting rudely toward 
someone at work, embarrassing someone, making an ethnic, 
religious, or racial remark at work etc. ). One of the 
interesting findings of the study was the fact that 
Organizational Deviance against Productivity was partially 
higher than Interpersonal Organizational Deviance. Whether 
they are against productivity or they are interpersonal, 
organizational deviance behaviors may hinder goal oriented 
operations of schools and teacher actions towards school 
goals. These behaviors may also generate an environment of 
unrest by negatively affecting the school climate. These 
behaviors that will damage to relationships among teachers 
will estrange teachers who need to work with a team spirit. 
This situation is contrary to the spirit and nature of the 
educational process. While the results of the current study 
overlap with the findings of Avct [1] and Girgin-Kose’s [12] 
study on different sectors and personnel, they differentiate 
with the findings of Yalap’ [38]. Also the finding that 
teachers have higher level organizational deviance against 
productivity compared to interpersonal organizational 
deviance is completely corresponds to Baytn and 
Ye§ilaydin’s [4] research results. 

Teachers agreed to statements related to psychological 
ownership. This result showed that they felt ownership to 
their organizations at high levels-although not fully. This 
finding can be regarded as an indicator that teachers feel as a 
part of their schools and regard the goals of the school as 
their own. The fact that psychological ownership feeling 
includes volunteering is crucial for the educational process 
since it allows teachers to offer their skills and tasks to 
school without the influence of external factors and without 
expecting anything in return [8], Teaching profession is done 
conscientiously and requires volunteering. It is highly 
probable that teachers with high levels of psychological 
ownership will embrace the profession more and display 


additional roles voluntarily. In addition, considering the fact 
that psychological ownership influences the continuity of 
extra and positive roles, it can be inferred that psychological 
ownership results in displaying positive attitudes and 
behaviors. 

As was the case in psychological ownership, teachers 
agreed to statements related to social innovation. When 
considered in individual terms, teachers' views on social 
innovation were even higher than those related to 
psychological ownership. This finding shows that teachers 
are open to social innovation. Social innovation is a type of 
innovation geared towards innovative activities and services 
developed and spread by socially oriented organizations with 
the aim of meeting a social need [20]. Since educational 
organizations are social organizations with the goal of 
serving people, social innovation can be easily accepted and 
implemented in these organizations. Social innovation is a 
variation that creates positive changes in human life [28]. In 
this context, research results show that teachers reflect the 
continuous change and development -the requirement of the 
profession- on their profession in their work environments. 
As a matter of fact, it is crucial for the success of 
organizations to have fair personnel with innovative skills, 
attitudes and behavior [31]. High level social innovation in 
teachers will facilitate the presentation of new and different 
ideas by reorganizing the activities and social interactions 
among them in order to realize school goals. Schools can 
develop and renew themselves with the creative and new 
ideas of teachers. Therefore, increasing the social innovation 
behaviors’ of teachers at educational organizations will 
amplify their shares in the realization of school goals. 
Similarly and parallel to the findings of the current study, 
Demirkaya and §im§ek-Kandemir [8] also found in their 
studies related to business field that psychological ownership 
level was above the mean. 

The study reported a low level, negative and significant 
relationship between organizational deviance for self and for 
coworkers in general and psychological ownership and 
social innovation. Based on this result it argued that 
increases in teachers’ psychological ownership and social 
innovation levels will reduce their organizational deviance 
towards self and towards coworkers, albeit at low levels. In 
other words, decreases in teachers’ psychological ownership 
and social innovation levels will increase their organizational 
deviance towards self and towards coworkers, albeit at low 
levels. Also, a medium level, positive and significant 
relationship was detected between teachers' views on 
psychological ownership and social innovation. This result 
shows that increases in teachers’ psychological ownership 
increase their social innovation levels at a medium level. 
Taking the results of teachers' views into consideration as a 
whole, teachers with high psychological ownership towards 
their schools who regard themselves as a part of their schools 
are not expected to display organizational deviance 
behaviors such as leaving work without permission, coming 
in to work late, neglecting or slowing tasks, saying hurtful 
things to coworkers, curding, acting rudely, making fun of 
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someone or embarrassing someone. As a matter of fact, 
psychological ownership has negative relationships with 
deviant or negative behaviors [2], Research results also 
support this finding. On the other hand, teachers with high 
psychological ownership levels are expected to continuously 
renew and develop themselves. Innovative teachers are the 
ones who look for methods to create innovation s for 
themselves and for their schools, search for ways to solve 
problems, seek methods for social cooperation and 
participation, create social values and generate new ideas to 
make schools more active. Innovative teachers do all these 
without expecting any return just to be beneficial to others. 
All these qualities are immensely important for the 
educational process and for the success of schools. 

The suggestions developed in line with research results are 
as follows: 

1. Intellectual capitals of teachers may be increased by 
providing culture-art activities in order to minimize 
organizational deviance at schools; 

2. The issue of organizational deviance should be 
included in the meeting agenda and the sensitivity of 
the matter should be emphasized so as not to 
experience deviant behaviors at schools. When these 
types of behaviors’ are displayed no compromises 
should be allowed and necessary sanctions should be 
implemented. 

3. Continuity of adopting high level innovation can be 
ensured for teachers by providing governmental 
support such as using tax exemption in acquiring 
technological products. 

4. In order to ensure professional development of 
teachers with high psychological ownership levels, 
they can be supported to attend graduate programs. 

5. Research can be done to comprehend how teachers 
with high psychological ownership levels manage to 
obtain psychological ownership and the results can 
be shared at schools. 


Note 

*The abstract of this paper was presented at 2nd 
International Conference on Lifelong Learning and 
Leadership for All (ICLEL-16), in Liepaja on July, 21-23, 
2016. 
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